
I&, John N. l!olf’e,Chief
Environmental Sciences Branch
Ili-:isionof Biology and Medicine
U. S. Atomic Erner&yCommission
k’as!lington25S D. C.

Dear Dr. Wolfe:

You have,,askedfor our %eaction” to the “Addend~
on Vegetation to the l@O medical report on the
Rongelapese.

The first reaction was one of surprise at the in-
clusion of such a section in the medical report. The
second reaction$ shared by Ralph I%lumbo who has been
studying the vegetation at Eniwetok and Dick Walker the
p~ant physiolo&ist from the botany department who has
been participat~ in the Roagelap studies, was that
while the observations reported are correct: as far as
they go$ the implication that radiation has been the

Y
causative facto:cis without foundation.and is

scarce y negated by the general statements in the pe-
nultimate par~raph (Ralph is also sending ycu his com-
ne:Its). Unfortur~telyj the emphasis oriradiatioll
effects 18 givei~added credence merel; by the i.~.clu~ion
of the addendum iria report by specialists in the area
of nedical aspects of radiation etfects. This is quite
a different pxwposltion thm the publication of similar
naterial by Fosberg who does not purport to be a radta-
tion expert. Fosberg at least has a baclclogof ob8er-
~-atiorzsrecorded from other ~tollsJ either as authOr Or
editor’ from whici he has implicated such other factors
as drou@t and the activities d’ birds as being of pri-
mar~ importance (there was i~o fallout in those areas)
in causing deleterious effects to the vegetation. when
r,oredata are available he has the background to enable
him to reinteri)rethis observatio~isand either chanse
Ms Gusgicions Or affirm them as co~icl~&.’/e.such 2
reiilterpretationwould
the same media Fosberg
CGPd WOU~d be C~eaI1.

presumably be cmmui~icateti t-hrough

haa used previously and the re-
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